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DETAILED ACTION 
Allowable Subject Matter 

Prosecution on the merits of this application is reopened on claims 1-21 
considered unpatentable for the reasons indicated below. 

The allowability of claims 1-21 is withdrawn in view of the newly discovered 
reference(s) to Ross (U.S. Pat. 4,017,736) and Block, "Disinfection, Sterilization, and 
Preservation", pp. 21, pp. 32, 33, pp. 182-190, pp. 553-565, Fourth Edition 1991. 
Rejections based on the newly cited reference(s) follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Claims 1-4, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hsu (U.S. Pat. 5,656,063) in view of Wang (U.S. Pat. 5,702,507) and Ross (U.S. 
Pat. 4,017,736). 

Regarding claims 1, 9, Hsu et al. teach an air transporter with a housing 12 with 
a top (Figure 1; Column 4 lines 1-3) having a removable inlet 16 and an outlet 18. 
(Column 4 lines 8-10; Column 4 lines 14-15) Hsu teach an ion generator 36 which 
include a first electrode 38 and a second electrode 39. The electrodes communicate 
electrically. (Column 4 lines 32-36) A power generator (i.e. voltage applicator) is 
coupled between the electrodes. (Column 5 lines 53-54) 

Regarding claim 2, the housing has a side extending downwardly from the top 
and the inlet 16 is located through the side. (See Figure 1) 

Regarding claims 3, 9, the housing is elongated in the x and y directions. The 
inlets and the outlets extend along a direction of the elongated housing. (See Fig. 1) 

Regarding claim 4, the housing is vertically upstanding and the outer is covered 
with vertically elongated fins. (See Fig. 1) Presumably the inlet fins could be vertically 
elongated similar to the outlet. In fact the inlet has in its center vertically elongated fins. 
(See Fig. 1) 

Regarding claim 10, the second electrode is elongated in a direction of the 
elongation of the housing. (See Fig. 1 ) 

The differences between Hsu et al. and the present claims is that the second 
electrode being removably mounted in the housing so that the second electrode can be 
removed for cleaning from the top through a port is not discussed (claims 1 , 9), utilizing 
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a germicidal lamp in the housing to expose the airflow to germicidal radiation is not 
discussed (claims 1 , 9), the removability of the germicidal lamp after the inlet is 
removed is not discussed (Claims 1, 9). 

Regarding the second electrode being removably mounted in the housing so that 
the second electrode can be removed for cleaning from the top (claims 1 , 9), Wang 
teach an air cleaner where the electrodes can be removed for cleaning from the top of 
the air cleaner. (See Column 2 lines 63-68; Column 3 lines 1-4; Figure 2) 

The motivation for providing a removable electrode is that it prolongs the lifespan 
of the device. (See Wang Column 1 line 43) 

Regarding the use of a removable germicidial lamp (Claims 1, 9), Wang teach a 
removable ozone tube like a light tube (i.e. bulb) for eliminating bacteria. (Column 2 
lines 10-19; lines 63-68; Column 3 lines 1-4) Ross recognize that an ultraviolet light 
source can be inserted in an air stream for eliminating airborne microorganisms. 
(Column 2 lines 34-40) Therefore, the combination of Wang and Ross suggest that a 
germicidal device can be inserted into the air flow and should be removable for 
cleaning. Ross suggest that such a germicidal device can be a UV radiation emitting 
light source. As to the inlet being removed first the inlet in Hsu could removed first to 
provide access into the interior and since as recognized by Ross that a UV germicidal 
lamp can be present in the interior of an air flow device this would meet Applicant's 
limitation of removing the inlet before removing the UV germicidal lamp. 
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The motivation for providing a removable germicidal radiation source is that it 
allows for killing microorganisms in the air stream. (Ross Column 2 lines 38-40) and for 
prolonging the lifespan of the aircleaner. (Wang Column 1 lines 43) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Hsu by utilizing a second electrode that is 
removably mounted in the housing for cleaning, utilizing a germicidal lamp in the 
housing to expose the airflow to germicidal radiation, and utilizing a removabe 
germicidal lamp after the inlet is removed as taught by Wang and Ross because it 
allows for prolonging the operation of the device and for killing airborne microorganisms. 

Claims 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hsu in view of Wang and Ross as applied to claims 1-4, 9 and 10 above, and 
further in view of Block, "Disinfection, Sterilization, and Preservation", pp. 33, Fourth 
Edition 1991. 

The difference not yet discussed is the wavelength of ultraviolet radiation utilized. 

Block suggest the UV radiation to be utilized for germicidal effect should range 
from 328 to 210 nm. (See Page 33) 

The motivation for utilizing radiation within the range of 328 to 210 nm is that it 
allows for exposing the germs to lethal doses of radiation. (See Page 33) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized radiation in the range of 245 nm as taught 
by Block because it allows for exposing germs to lethal doses of radiation. 
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Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wang (U.S. Pat. 5,702,507) in view of Ross (U.S. Pat. 4,017,736). 

Regarding claim 5, Wang teach a housing 1 (column 2 lines 54-55; Figures 1, 2) 
having an inlet and outlet 13. (Column 2 lines 20-21 ; Figs. 1-3) Wang teach an ion 
generator having electrodes 21, 22 applied with electricity. (Column 1 lines 65-68) The 
second electrode is removable from the housing for cleaning. (Column 2 lines 63-68; 
Column 3 lines 1-5) An ozone lamp is present to restrain the bacteria. The ozone lamp 
is removable similar to a light tube and can be changed. (Column 2 lines 8-1 9) 

Regarding claim 6, the housing has a top and the second electrode and the 
ozone tube is removable through the top. (See Figure 2; Column 2 lines 63-68; Column 
3 lines 1-5) 

The difference between the present claims and Wang is that the use of a 
removable germicidal lamp is not discussed (claim 5). 

Regarding the use of a removable germicidal lamp, Ross suggest that a UV 
germicidal lamp can be placed to directly irradiate a flowing air stream to eliminate 
germs. (Column 2 lines 35-46) Since Wang suggest a removable ozone tube to 
eliminate germs one of ordinary skill in the art would look to Ross to replace the ozone 
tube with a UV radiation source since both devices function to eliminate germs. 

The motivation for utilizing a ultraviolet radiation source is that it allows for killing 
germs. (Column 2 lines 38-39) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Wang by utilizing an ultraviolet radiation 
source a taught by Ross because it allows for killing germs. 

Claims 7 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang in 
view of Ross as applied to claims 5 and 6 above, and further in view of Hsu (U.S. Pat. 
5,656,063). 

The difference not yet discussed is where the second electrode is removable 
through the top and the lamp is removable from the side (Claim 7). 

Regarding the second electrode removable through the top and the lamp 
removable from the side, Wang already discussed establishes removing the second 
electrode through the top. (See Wang discussed above) Hsu discussed above 
establishes a removable inlet and outlet from the side. (See Hsu discussed above) 
Since Hsu teach removing the inlets and outlets from the side the Examiner presumes 
that the lamp can be removed from the side as well. (See Hsu discussed above) 

The motivation for removing the lamp and electrode from the apparatus is that it 
allows for cleaning of the lamp. (See Wang Column 2 lines 63-68; Column 3 lines 1-5) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have removed the second electrode from the top and to 
have removed the lamp form the side as taught by Hsu because it allows for cleaning of 
the lamp and second electrode. 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang in 
view of Ross as applied to claims 5 and 6 above, and further in view of Smith et al. 
(U.S. Pat. 5,641,342). 

The difference not yet discussed is where the second electrode has a handle for 
removing the electrode from the top and where the lamp has a handle for removing the 
lamp from the top. 

Smith et al. teach providing a handle for panels removable from an air cleaning 
apparatus to allow for ease of removal of the panels form the apparatus and for ease of 
cleaning and the like. (Column 4 lines 66-68; column 5 lines 1-4) 

The motivation for utilizing a handle attached to a panel in an air cleaning 
apparatus is that it allows for ease of removal of the panels from the apparatus and for 
ease of cleaning. (Column 4 lines 66-68; column 5 lines 1-4) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized a handle to slide means in and out of an 
air cleaner as taught by Smith et al. because it allows for ease of removal and for ease 
of cleaning. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang in 
view of Ross as applied to claims 5 and 6 above, and further in view of Block, 
"Disinfection, Sterilization, and Preservation", pp. 33, Fourth Edition 1991. 

The difference not yet discussed is the wavelength of ultraviolet radiation utilized. 

Block suggest the UV radiation to be utilized for germicidal effect should range , 
from 328 to 210 nm. (See Page 33) 
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The motivation for utilizing radiation within the range of 328 to 210 nm is that it 
allows for exposing the germs to lethal doses of radiation. (See Page 33) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized radiation in the range of 245 nm as taught 
by Block because it allows for exposing germs to lethal doses of radiation. 

Claims 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wang (U.S. Pat. 5,702,507) in view of Ross (U.S. Pat. 4,017,736) and Hsu (U.S. Pat. 
5,656,063). 

Wang is discussed above and teach an air cleaner and method for cleaning the 
air cleaner including removing the second electrode through the top of the housing for 
cleaning. Replacing the second electrode. Removing the ozone tube which kills germs 
from the housing for replacing. (See Wang discussed above; Wang Column 2 lines 63- 
68; Wang Column 3 lines 1-3) 

The difference between Wang and the present claims is that the utilization of a 
germicidal lamp in place of the ozone tube is not discussed (Claim 1 1 ), removing the 
germicidal lamp from the side is not discussed (Claim 11), removing the side wall of the 
housing before removing the germicidal lamp is not discussed (Claim 12), removing the 
side outlet vent before removing the germicidal lamp (Claim 13) and removing the side 
vertically louvered vent before removing the germicidal lamp (Claim 14). 

Regarding the utilization of a germicidal lamp in place of the ozone tube (Claim 
11), Ross teaches utilizing a germicidal UV radiation lamp for killing germs in an air 
stream. (Ross Column 2 lines 35-46) Since Wang require a device for killing germs it 
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would be obvious to substitute a germicidal UV radiation lamp for the ozone tube 
because both the ozone tube and the germicidal UV radiation lamp kill germs. 

The motivation for utilizing a germicidal lamp in place of the ozone tube is that it 
allows for killing of germs. (Ross Column 2 lines 38-39) 

Regarding the removing of the germicidal lamp from the side (Claim 1 1 ), Hsu 
teach that the sides of an air cleaner can be removed. (See Fig. 1 items 16, 18) Since 
Hsu teach that the sides of an air cleaner can be removed it would be obvious to 
remove the sides of an air cleaner first in order to remove the interior elements in this 
case a germicidal killing device from the side. 

The motivation for removing the germicidal lamp from the side is that it allows for 
cleaning the lamp. (Wang Column 2 lines 63-64) 

Regarding the removing of the side wall of the housing before removing the 
germicidal lamp (Claim 12), Hsu teach removing the sides of an air cleaner. Since Hsu 
teach that the sides of an air cleaner can be removed it would be obvious to remove the 
sides of an air cleaner first in order to remove the interior elements in this case a 
germicidal killing device from the side. 

Regarding the removing of the side outlet vent before removing the germicidal 
lamp (Claim 13), Hsu teach removing the side outlet of an air cleaner. (See Hsu Fig. 1 
items 18) Since Hsu teach that the side outlet of an air cleaner can be removed it would 
be obvious to remove the side outlet of an air cleaner first in order to remove the interior 
elements in this case a germicidal lamp killing device from the side. 
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Regarding the removing of the side vertically louvered vent before removing the 
germicidal lamp (Claim 14), Hsu teach removing a side vertically louvered vent 18. 
(See Hsu Fig. 1 item 18) Since Hsu teach that the side outlet of an air cleaner can be 
removed it would be obvious to remove the side outlet of an air cleaner first in order to 
remove the interior elements in this case a germicidal lamp killing device from the side. 

The motivation for removing the side wall of the housing before removing the 
germicidal lamp, removing the side outlet vent before removing the germicidal lamp and 
removing the side vertically louvered vent before removing the germicidal lamp is that it 
allows for accessing the internal components of the air cleaner. (See Hsu Fig. 1 ) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Wang by utilizing a germicidal lamp as taught by 
Ross and by removing the germicidal lamp from the side, removing the side wall of the 
housing before removing the germicidal lamp, removing the side outlet vent before 
removing the germicidal lamp and removing the side vertically louvered vent before 
removing the germicidal lamp as taught by Hsu in combination with Wang and Ross 
because it allows for killing germs, cleaning the lamp and accessing the interior of the 
air cleaner. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang in 
view of Ross and Hsu as applied to claims 11-14 above, and further in view of Block, 
"Disinfection, Sterilization, and Preservation", pp. 33, Fourth Edition 1991. 

The difference not yet discussed is the wavelength of ultraviolet radiation utilized. 
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Block suggest the UV radiation to be utilized for germicidal effect should range 
from 328 to 210 nm. (See Page 33) 

The motivation for utilizing radiation within the range of 328 to 210 nm is that it 
allows for exposing the germs to lethal doses of radiation. (See Page 33) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized radiation in the range of 245 nm as taught 
by Block because it allows for exposing germs to lethal doses of radiation. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsu 
(U.S. Pat. 5,656,063) in view of Ross (U.S. Pat. 4,017,736) and Wang (U.S. Pat. 
5,702,507). 

Hsu is discussed above and teach a free standing vertically elongated housing 
including a top, a first side and a second side generally opposite the first side. A first air 
vent in the first side of the housing. A second air vent formed in a removable panel. 
The removable panel adapted to be secured to the second side of the housing. An ion 
generator in the housing for creating air flow with two electrodes electrically connected 
for creating air flow. (See Hsu discussed above; See Hsu Fig. 1 ) 

The difference Hsu and the present claims is that a germicidal lamp present in 
the airflow is not discussed (Claim 19), the elongated collector electrode removable 
from top of the housing (Claim 19), and where the germicidal lamp is removable through 
a side of the housing after the removable side panel is removed (Claim 19). 

Ross teach placing a germicidal lamp in the air flow to kill germs. (Column 2 
lines 34-46) 
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The motivation for placing the germicidal lamp in the air flow of an air flow 
cleaner is that it allows for killing of germs to clean the air. (Column 2 lines 34-46) 

Wang teach removing the collector electrode of an air cleaner device from the 
top of the housing. (Figure 2; Column 2 lines 63-65) 

The motivation for removing the collector electrode out of the top of the housing 
is that it allows for prolonging the lifespan of the air cleaner. (Column 1 lines 41-44) 

Hsu teach removing the side of the housing as discussed above. (See Hsu 
discussed above) Obviously this would allow access to the interior of the apparatus 
including the lamp within the apparatus. 

The motivation for providing removable side housing is that it allows access to 
the interior of the apparatus. (See Hsu discussed above) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Hsu by utilizing a germicidal lamp 
present in the air flow as taught by Ross, to have removed the elongated collector 
electrode from top of the housing as taught by Wang and where the germicidal lamp is 
removable through a side of the housing after the removable side panel is removed as 
taught by Hsu in combination with Ross because it allows for cleaning the air of germs 
and allowing access to the apparatus to allow for prolonging the life of the apparatus. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsu 
(U.S. Pat. 5,656,063) in view of Ross (U.S. Pat. 4,017,736) and Wang (U.S. Pat. 
5,702,507). 



Application/Control Number: 10/074,379 Page 14 

Art Unit: 1753 

Hsu is discussed above and teach a free standing vertically elongated housing 
including a top, a first side and a second side generally opposite the first side. A first air 
vent in the first side of the housing. A second air vent formed in a removable panel. 
The removable panel adapted to be secured to the second side of the housing. An ion 
generator in the housing for creating air flow with two electrodes electrically connected 
for creating airflow. (See Hsu discussed above; See Hsu Fig. 1) 

The difference Hsu and the present claims is that a germicidal lamp present in 
the air flow is not discussed (Claim 20), the elongated collector electrode removable 
from top of the housing (Claim 20), and where the germicidal lamp is removable through 
a top of the housing (Claim 20). 

Ross teach placing a germicidal lamp in the air flow to kill germs. (Column 2 
lines 34-46) 

The motivation for placing the germicidal lamp in the air flow of an air flow 
cleaner is that it allows for killing of germs to clean the air. (Column 2 lines 34-46) 

Wang teach removing the collector electrode of an air cleaner device from the 
top of the housing. Wang also teach removing an ozone tube from the top of the 
housing. (Figure 2; Column 2 lines 63-65) Since an ozone tube eliminates germs it 
would be obvious to substitute Ross's germicidal lamp for the ozone tube of Wang. 

The motivation for removing the collector electrode out of the top of the housing 
and ozone tube is that it allows for prolonging the lifespan of the air cleaner. (Column 1 
lines 41-44) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Hsu by utilizing a germicidal lamp 
present in the air flow as taught by Ross, to have removed the elongated collector 
electrode from top of the housing as taught by Wang and to have removed the 
germicidal lamp through a top of the housing as taught by Wang because it allows for 
cleaning the air of germs and allowing for prolonging the life of the apparatus. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsu in 
view of Ross and Wang applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Smith et al. 
(U.S. Pat. 5,641,342). 

The difference not yet discussed is the use of user liftable handles to remove the 
electrodes and the germicidal lamps. 

Smith et al. teach providing a handle for panels removable from an air cleaning 
apparatus to allow for ease of removal of the panels form the apparatus and for ease of 
cleaning and the like. (Column 4 lines 66-68; column 5 lines 1-4) 

The motivation for utilizing a handle attached to a panel in an air cleaning 
apparatus is that it allows for ease of removal of the panels from the apparatus and for 
ease of cleaning. (Column 4 lines 66-68; column 5 lines 1-4) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized a handle to slide means in and out of an 
air cleaner as taught by Smith et al. because it allows for ease of removal and for ease 
of cleaning. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Block, "Disinfection, Sterilization, and Preservation", pp. 21, pp. 32, 33, pp. 182- 
1 90, pp. 553-565, Fourth Edition 1 991 . 
REMARKS: 

Prosecution has been reopened based on the Ross reference. Applicant had 
previously argued that Wang's ozone tube was not a UV germicidal radiation lamp for 
killing bacteria. The Examiner now relies on Ross with the position that it would be 
obvious to substitute a UV germicidal lamp for an ozone generating lamp since both 
devices operate to eliminate germs from the air flow. Block has been cited to teach the 
state of the art including providing background on UV germicidal radiation to kill germs 
as well as providing information on ozone to kill germs. Applicant's specification further 
suggests that it is known to utilize germicidal lamps to kill germs at paragraph 0029. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rodney G. McDonald whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1340. The examiner can normally be reached on M- Th with Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam X. Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-1342. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). A Si / 




Rodney G. McDonald 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1753 
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